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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1, 4-10, 13-14, 16, and 18-21 are pending for examination. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

3. Claims 1,13, and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Sinibaldi et al. (hereafter Sinibaldi) (U.S. Patent No. 6338130). 

4. Sinibaldi was cited in the previous office action. 

5. As per claim 1 , Sinibaldi teaches the invention as claim including a method to 
assign tasks (abstract), comprising: 

receiving a request to execute a task on one of a plurality of processors 
(abstract, lines 4-6); 

determining a task type for said task (col. 12, line 49 through col. 13, line 17); 

retrieving a processor task value of said task type for each processor, said 
processor task value representing a number of other task types affected by assigning 
said task to a processor (col. 12, line 55 through col. 13, line 27; col. 17, line 64 through 
col. 18, line 40); 
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selecting a processor from said plurality of processors based on said processor 
task values (abstract; col. 13, lines 19-27); 

assigning said task to said selected processor (abstract; col. 13, lines 30-32); 

and 

updating said processor task values for each task type and each processor 
(abstract; col. 13, lines 32-50). 

6. As per claim 13, it is rejected for the same reason as claim 1 above. In addition, 
Sinibaldi teaches an array of processors (fig. 2), and a scheduler (col. 12, lines 53-55). 

7. As per claim 16, it is rejected for the same reason as claim 1 above. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claims 9, 14, and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Sinibaldi et al. (hereafter Sinibaldi) (U.S. Patent No. 6338130), as applied in claims 
1 and 13 above, and in view of of Goyal (U.S. Patent No. 6711607). 



10. Sinibaldi and Goyal were cited in the previous office action. 
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11. As per claim 9, Sininbaldi teaches the invention substantially as claimed in claim 
1 above including comparing said processor task values for said processor (col. 18, 
lines 2-10). 

12. Sinibaldi did not specifically teach selecting a processor having a highest 
processor task value. 

13. However, Goyal teaches selecting a processor having a highest processor task 
value (col. 6, lines 45-50; col. 7, lines 1-50). 

14. It would have been obvious to one of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have combined the teaching of Sinibaldi and Goyal because 
Goyal teaching of utilizing a processor task value represents a number of other task 
types affected by assigning said task to a processor to select a processor to process 
task will improved the integrity of Sinibaldi's system by guarantees a quality of service to 
various task streams being served by multiple processors (Goyal, col. 2, lines 24-27). 

15. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sinibaldi 
et al. (hereafter Sinibaldi) (U.S. Patent No. 63381 30), and in view of Hsu (U.S. Patent 
No. 6104721). 



16. Sinibaldi and Hsu were cited in the previous office action. 



Application/Control Number: 10/669,309 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2195 

17. As per claim 10, Sinibaldi teaches the invention substantially as claim including a 
system comprising: 

an array of processors, and a task scheduler (fig. 2; col. 12, lines 53-55); and 
wherein said task scheduler receives a request to execute a task by one of said 
array of processors, assigns said task to a processor based on a processor task value, 
said processor task value representing a number of other task types affected by 
assigning said task to said processor, and updates said processor task values for each 
task type and each processor (col. 12, line 55 through col. 13, line 40). 

18. Sinibaldi did not specifically teach a call terminal to originate information, a first 
antenna to couple to said call terminal to send said information over a communications 
channel, a second antenna to receive said information over said communications 
channel, a gateway to couple to said second antenna and process said information 
using a processing module. 

19. However, Hsu teaches teach a call terminal to originate information (abstract), a 
first antenna to couple to said call terminal to send said information over a 
communications channel (fig. 1; col. 4, line 60 through col. 5, line 47), a second antenna 
to receive said information over said communications channel (fig. 1; col. 4, line 60 
through col. 5, line 47), a gateway to couple to said second antenna and process said 
information using a processing module (col. 2, lines 37-42). 



Application/Control Number: 10/669,309 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2195 

20. It would have been obvious to one of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have combined the teaching of Sinibaldi and Hsu because Hsu 
teaching of a call terminal to originate information, a first antenna to couple to said call 
terminal to send said information over a communications channel, a second antenna to 
receive said information over said communications channel, a gateway to couple to said 
second antenna and process said information using a processing module would 
improved the integrity of Sinibaldi's by providing a communication services between an 
information handling system and multiple equipped user terminals (Hsu, col. 1, lines 7- 
9). 

Allowable Subject Matter 

21 . Claims 4-8, and 18-20 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Response to Arguments 

22. Applicant's arguments filed 12/15/2008 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

23. In the remark applicant argued that Sinibaldai fails to teach (1 ) retrieving a 
processor task value of said task type for each processor; (2) selecting a processor 
from said plurality of processors based on said processor task values. 
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24. Examiner respectful disagreed with applicant. 

As to point (1 ), Sinibaldai clearly teaches retrieving a processor task value of said 
task type for each processor (col. 13, lines 13-22, the driver perform the look up and 
retrieved the current MIP processing by each of the DSP). 

As to point (2), Sinibaldai clearly teaches selecting a processor from said plurality 
of processors based on said processor task values (col. 13, lines 24-36, the driver 
select the DSP from said plurality of DSPs capable to perform the task based on the 
MIP value of the DSP). 

Conclusion 

25. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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26. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JENNIFER N. TO whose telephone number is (571)272- 
7212. The examiner can normally be reached on M-T 6AM- 3:30 PM, F 6AM- 2:30 PM. 
If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Meng-Ai An can be reached on (571) 272-3756. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

27. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Meng-Ai An/ /Jennifer N. To/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2195 Patent Examiner 
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